


f e e t ,  exce?pt for the i t t o w e r  u n i t t " '  wh . i  

high * 
f e e t  h igh  arid t h e  " e n t r y "  wh.f.ch i s  f 

I idvisory Npighborhood Cornmissson - 313, by l p t t e r  dateu. 
December ? #  1 9 8 7 ,  oppcsed t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  berause it sub-- 
s t a n t i a L L y  d e v i a t e s  from the intent of the o r i q i n a l  Pt1D a n d  
Z .C. Order Nos 3 0 5  b r e a c h e s  agreements  between the a p p l  I - 
c a n t  and af€ectc~c? r e s i d e n t s  who c o n d i t i o n a l l y  c o n s e n t e d  t o  
the 0rigl.xidl PUT) and. % . c ,  Order NO, 3 9 5 ,  F t ' o U i d  LlndPrmine *:he 
p u b l i c  s t r u s t  i n  t h e  Zoning GomiissrorL would c r e a t e  
spot-zoning a t  t h e  site, and would p r o v i d e  a d e n c ; i i y  and  
character that would be e t  odds w i t h  t h e  l a r g e r  Eillandale 
development a 

The Zoninq Cortirnissiori received Let ters  in op?os i t i on  to the 
applicatiov f r o m  the Burl pith C i t i z e n s  AssociaPion d a t e d  

1 9 8 7  GE b e h a l f  of  some homeowners, Mrllingtoi Lockwood dated 
December 1, 198-7, s n d  P i c h a r d  W. Garr d a t e ?  December 7, 
1967, al!. f o r  reasons t h a t  are c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h o s e  o f  
ANC--3B" 

December 7, 1987, ~ ~ C ~ U C S  B. D e P u ~ r ,  Esq., d a t e d  December 11, 

The District of Columbia O f f i c e  o f  PLannin7q 
i n a r y  r e p o r t  dated December 8, 1 9 8 7  did no 
applicati o n ,  as  Filed. OP i n 6 i c a t e  t h a t  it w 
reasonable a l t e r n a t i v e  solution t h a t  would p r e s e r v e  the 
m a n s  i o n  a 

Counsel t o r  t h e  a p p l i c a n t s ,  by letter d a t p d  March 4 ,  1 9 8 8 ,  
r e v i s e d  t h c  proposed P\JD m o d i f i c a t i o n  w i t h  two development 
a l t e r n a t i v c q  Bo th  l a n s  proposed t o  r e s t o r e  the rrmnsion 
and r e d e v e l o p  it wi h eialit  ( 8 )  townhouse units, In 
a l t e r n a t i v e  t h e  n a n s i o n  s i t e  ~ ~ u l d  be developed w i t h  

of twenry-s ix  p e r c e n t ,  a qross floor a r e a  o f  
s q u a r e  feet, and  an FAR of - 5 3 .  I n  a l t e r n a t i v e  ' ' B ' ' t  the 
mansion s i t e  would be developed with n i n e  69) a d d i t i o n a l  
cluster-type hous ing  u n i t s  a l o t  occupancy ot twenty-five 
( 2 5 )  p e r e e ~ t ~  a g r o s s  f l o o r  area of  3 5 , 2 9 4  s q u a r e  f e e t ,  a-id 
an F A R  of  .50, 

n i n e  19) a d d s t 1  1 d e t a c h e d  housinq u n i t s ,  a lot o Y 

QP, by ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ P r n ~ n t ~ ~  repor-t dated March 3, 1388, recom~ended 
t h a t  a p u b l i c  h e a r i n g  be scheduled 501- t h e  r e v i s e d  PUD 
raposals B 

T h e  B u r L e i t h  C i t i z e n s  A s s o c i a t i o n ,  by l e t t e r  d a t e 2  March 9 

pub]-ic h .ear incg ,  because  t h e  r e v i s i o n  ignores t h e  ~ e c e s s i t y  
and wisdom o f  restoring t h e  mansion,  the p r e c e d e n t  that 

c o ~ ~ u n j " ~ ~ ~ s  ability to rely cn p a s t  PUD r u l i n g s ,  

19 8 8 r" opposed t h e  r e v i s e d  r o p o s a l  and t h e  scheduling of 2 

w 0 ~ 1 - d  be e s t a b l i s h e d  by a l l o ~ i n q  spot-~oning alld the 
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R i c h a d  by. Garr, by letter dated March 10, 1988, opposed t h e  
s c h e d u l i n g  of  a p u b l i c  h e a r i n g ,  b e c a u s e  t h e  r e v i s e d  proposal 
violates c i t i z e n s v  r i g h t  to r e l y  on the c i t v  p l a n n i n g  
p r o c e s s  and Zoning Commission a . e t i ons  violates the 
Co~riprehensive P l a n  I c o n s t i t u t e s  i l l e g a l  spot-zoning, and  
i n c l u d e s  a p r o h i b i t e d  use (apartments) i n  a n  R-3 z o n e .  

The Commission co17curs w i t h  t h e  concern o f  ANC-3U and o t h e r s  
r eqa rd ing  t h e  I n t e n t  of t h e  o r i g i n a l  FUR, as  c o n t a i n e d  i n  
C . G .  Order  N o .  3 0 5 .  The Commission b e l i e v e s  kha t  t h e  
c0~7ccp-c of t h e  additional h o u s i n g  units on t h e  mans ion  s i t e  
a d v e r s e l y  a f f e c t s  the i n t e g r i t y  of  t h e  fo rmer  mans ion ,  by 
fail: ng t o  e n c o u r a g e  p r e s e r v a t i o n  and  t h e  m a i n t e n a n c e  of t h e  
oper s p a c e  t h a t  immedia te ly  s u r r o u n d s  t h e  mans ion .  

The Commission does not concur wirh t h e  recomrnendation o f  
c)P, and  c o n c l u d e s  that t f a c  application, as f i l e d ,  h a s  
i n c u f f i c i e n t  merit t o  w a r r a n t  a p u b l i c  hearincy.  

The Commission b e l i e v e s  t . h a t  the application is n o t  in t h e  
best i n t e r e s t  of  t h e  D i s t r i c t  of  Columbia i s  i n c o n s i s t . e n t  
with t h e  i n t e n t  and  purpose of  the Zanir i  Map a n d  Zoning 
Act, and i s  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  Comprehensive P l a n  for the 
N a t i o n a l  Capital, 

OR c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of t h e  reasons s e t  f o r t h  herein, the 
Zoning G o m r n i s ~ i o n  DENIES Case No. 87-3PMj79-14F ~ i t h o u t  n 
p u b l i c  h e a r i n g ,  ar,d w i t h o u t  pre judices  

Vote of t h e  Zoning Commission t a k e n  a t  its r e g u l a r  public 
r n e e t i r g  on a r c h  1 4 ,  1988: 4-0 ( L i n d s l - e y  W i l l i a m s ,  ?ohn G -  
Parsons, P a t r i c i a  N. Mathewc and Mi?ybel.Le T. B e n n e t t ,  t o  
deny  w i t h o u t  p r e j u d i c e  - George Icl, W h i t e ,  not p r e s e n t  not 
votinq) rj 
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